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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



As will be seen from the discussion below, the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-2, 5, 6, 9, 



11, 15-17, 19-21, and 23-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over 
Agrawal in view of Claussen do not establish a prima facie case of obviousness. There are clear 
errors of fact and of law in the Examiner's rejections that make the rejection improper and 
without basis. 



Agrawal describes a system that analyzes web pages in order to find blocks of codes 
within the pages that are cacheable. For example, each of the blocks A, B, C, and D may be 
generated by code present in the underlying script of the document . . . The code that generates . . 
. A is necessarily distinct from the code in the script that generates. . . . B." (See Agrawal, If 33). 
Basically, Agrawal describes analyzing a web page to identify independent blocks of code that 
can be stored until the associated web page is accessed. Then, upon access, the Agrawal system 
inserts the cached blocks of code into the accessed web page. This is different from "generating 
a servlet class for the page based on the set of code instructions . . . [and] loading a copy of the 
markup text into shared memory"" as recited in Claim 1 . 

First, the markup text being loaded into shared memory is not necessarily information 
that is static to the web page (e.g., HTML text). The loading markup text step refers to a new 
way of handling and sharing Java literal strings. (See Specification, U 10-12). Put another way, 
the loading step refers to static information that typically would be loaded into the servlet classes 
themselves. However, here, instead of storing that information as literal strings in the servlet 
class, the static information is loaded into a shared location available to multiple instances of the 
servlet class. This is not taught be Agrawal. Each block of code in Agrawal is stored separately 
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from the other blocks of code. However, each instance of an Agrawal block of code does not 
access shared information unique to instances of that block of code. 

Claussen, similarly, does not teach "generating a servlet class for the page based on the 
set of code instructions . . . [and] loading a copy of the markup text into shared memory"" as 
recited in Claim 1. The Examiner states that "Claussen discloses a system and method for 
serving dynamically generated servlet [class] using JSP to requesting clients." Basically, the 
Claussen reference describes the typical mechanisms used to generate servlet classes. It also 
describes a document object model tree that can identify custom tags. It does not, however, 
describe caching static markup portions of the servlet classes so that multiple instances of the 
same class can access the shared information, thereby, reducing the footprint of each servlet 
class. For at least this reason, Claim 1 is patentable over Agrawal in view of Claussen. 

Moreover, even if the alleged Agrawal-Claussen combination does teach all of the 
limitations of Claim 1 . There is no motivation to combine the two references. The Examiner 
states that "Agrawal and Claussen are analogous art because they are both directed to 
dynamically generating scripted pages. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Claussen into that 
of Agrawal for the inclusion of a servlet class. And the motivation for doing so would have been 
to allow error-handling code to be included in the servlet class for improved debugging and 
maintenance of the requested web pages." This motivation to combine does not make sense in 
light of the nature of Agrawal. Agrawal was designed to improve web server performance and 
limit the amount of processing the web server has to do. Adding additional debugging script to 
Agrawal would defeat many of the performance enhancements Agrawal is designed to 
accomplish. 
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Furthermore, as admitted to by the Examiner, Agrawal does not teach dynamically 
generated servlets. Accordingly, there is no need for Agrawal to incorporate the loading of static 
markup text associated with dynamically generated servlet classes into it. 

For at least these reasons, the rejection of Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. 

Dependent Claims 2, 9, 1 1, 15-17. 19-21. and 23-34 
Dependent Claims 2, 9 and 23-25 depend from Claim 1, and hence, incorporate all of the 
limitations of Claim 1 . These claims also recite further advantageous aspects of the invention. 
The Applicants submit that Claims 2, 9, and 10 are patentable over the alleged Agrawal-Claussen 
combination for at least the same reasons as those given above in connection with Claim 1 . 

Independent Claim 5 recites a similar element to the one recited in Claim 1 . For at least 
the same reasons as set forth above, Claim 5 is also patentable over the alleged Agrawal-Friesen 
combination. Dependent Claims 6, 1 1, and 26-28 depend from Claim 5, and hence, incorporate 
all of the limitations of Claim 5. These claims also recite further advantageous aspects of the 
invention. The Applicants submit that these claims are patentable over the alleged Agrawal- 
Claussen combination for at least the same reasons as those given above in connection with 
Claim 5. 

The other claims (Claims 15-17, 19-21, and 29-34) are computer-readable storage 
medium claims which contain limitations reasonably analogous to those described above. The 
Applicants submit that these claims are patentable over the alleged Agrawal-Claussen 
combination for at least the same reasons as given above. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons above, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of all 
the pending claims be reversed. 
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